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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1) was
not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOVAS, KRASS, and GROSS, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

KRASS, Admini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 17 through 31, all of the clainms pending in the
appl i cation.

The invention is directed to a codi ng and decodi ng net hod
and apparatus for variable I ength coding and decoding of a

macr obl ock of quantized input data. 1In the coding technique,

Application for patent filed Cctober 15, 1993.
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for exanple, once it is determ ned what codi ng node was used to
produce the nacrobl ock of quantized input data, a selection is
made of one of a plurality of variable I ength coding tables as
a function of the coding node and that table is used in order
to provide variable |length coding of the nmacrobl ock.

Representati ve i ndependent claim 17 is reproduced as
fol | ows:

17. A nethod for variable | ength coding of a macrobl ock
of quantized input data, conprising the steps of:

determi ning a codi ng node used to produce said nmacrobl ock;
selecting one of a plurality of variable | ength coding
tabl es as a function of said coding node to provide a sel ected

vari able length coding table; and

vari able |l ength coding said macrobl ock using the sel ected
vari abl e I ength coding table.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:

Chen et al. (Chen) 5,241, 383 Aug. 31
1993
(Filed May 13, 1992)
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Clainms 17 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 102(e)?
as anticipated by Chen while clains 26 through 31 stand

rejected under 35 U. . S.C. 103 as unpatentabl e over Chen.

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the
respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.?3
OPI NI ON
W reverse.
Wiile the reference to Chen is clearly very relevant to the
instant clained invention and the exam ner does nake sone good

points in arguing the rejection, we will, neverthel ess, reverse

The exam ner indicates in the answer that the ground of
rejection is under 35 U S. C. 102(b) but, clearly, because of
the reference date vis a vis the application filing date, the
rejection should be under 35 U . S.C. 102(e) as originally
i ndicated by the examiner in the final rejection.

\\e have not considered the reply brief, filed
concurrently with the request for oral hearing, March 13,
1996, because there is no indication in the file that the
exam ner has entered the reply brief. Indeed, there is no
i ndi cation that the exam ner has ever seen the reply brief,
probably due to a glitch caused by appellants’ attaching the
reply brief to the request for oral hearing rather than filing
two separate papers. In any event, we would normally renand
the case to the exam ner for a decision on entry of the reply
brief but, in the instant case, since we wll reverse the
examner’s rejections, it is a noot point as to whether or not
the reply brief is entered.
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the rejections because, in our view, the exam ner has not

established a prim facie case of anticipation or obviousness,

within the neaning of 35 U.S.C. 102 or 103, respectively for the
foll ow ng reasons.

In accordance with the instant clainmed invention, first the
macr obl ock has al ready been produced by a codi ng node and t hat
codi ng node is determ ned. Then, one of a plurality of variable
| ength coding tables is selected “as a function of said coding
node.” I n Chen, as can be seen fromFigure 2 thereof, franes to
be coded are broken into bl ocks of pixels and those bl ocks are
received at input 12. As stated at the top of colum 5 of Chen,
“[d] ependi ng on whether the franme is to be intra-frame coded [or
inter-frane coded], the pixel blocks are processed by” various
processors. Thus, the information appearing at input 12 in Chen
is not yet coded at all. Therefore, it is difficult to see how
the reference neets the limtation of “determ ning a codi ng node
used to produce said macrobl ock.” Once Chen determnes, in
what ever manner, which of processors 14, 16 or 18 is to be used,
dependi ng on the type of coding to be enployed, that particul ar
processor processes the data and the output of the processor is

fed to coder 20 for either variable Iength coding or fixed
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| ength coding. However, there is no selection of “one of a
plurality of variable length coding tables,” as required by the
clainms since there is no suggestion in Chen of a “plurality of
variable length coding tables.” WMreover, to the extent that
there is any selection of one of a plurality of variable |length
codi ng tables by Chen, we find no such selection being a
“function of said coding node,” as cl ained.

We have reviewed the exam ner’s comments regarding the
equati ng of Chen’s “code book” to appellants’ “coding table” but
we are unconvi nced of either anticipation or obviousness of the
i nstant cl ai med subject natter, based on the evidence provided
by Chen. W do not find the clained relationship between the
selection of a variable length coding table, or an assignnent of
VLC code words [columm 8 in Chen] and the encodi ng node, in Chen
and we are unconvinced that there is any suggestion in the prior
art to provide for such a relationshinp.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 17 through 25
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) and clains 26 through 31 under 35 U. S. C
103 is reversed.

REVERSED
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